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REMARKS 

The present application was filed on October 10, 2003 with claims 1-35. Claims 9 and 23 
have been canceled without prejudice, and claims 11-14 and 26-34 have been provisionally 
withdravm. Claims 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25, and 35 remain pending and claims 1,15, 25, and 35 are 
the pending independent claims. 

In the outstanding Office Action dated July 17, 2008, the Examiner: (i) rejected claims 1, 2, 
7, 8, 10, 15, 16,21,22, 24, 25, and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over S.Tuecke 
et al. "Grid Service Specification" (hereinafter "Tuecke") in view of U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 
2002/0143813 (hereinafter "Jellum"); (ii) rejected claims 5, 6, 19, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a)as 
being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Jellum, and fiirther in view of P. Brittenham, "An 
Overview of the Web Services Inspection Language" (hereinafter "Brittenham"); and (iii) rejected 
claims 3, 4, 17, and 18 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of 
Jellum, and fiorther in view of L. Lim et al., "Characterizing Web Document Change" (hereinafter 
"Lim"). 

With regard to the various §103 rejections, Applicants initially note that a proper case of 
obviousness has not been presented if the references, when combined, do not teach or suggest all the 
claimed limitations. Furthermore, the claimed subject matter is not obvious if there is no suggestion 
or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to combine the references or to modify the referenced teachings. An analysis 
supporting a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 should be expUcit and should not be based on mere 
conclusory statements. See KSR v. Teleflex. 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1741, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (U.S., 
Apr. 30, 2007), quoting In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006) ("[R]ejections on 
obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere conclusory statements; instead, there must be 
some articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of 
obviousness."). 

With regard to the rejection of claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25, and 35 under 35 
U.S.C. §103(b) as being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Jellum, Applicants have amended 
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independent claims 1,15, 25, and 35, and dependent claims 2-4 and 16-18, without prejudice and 
solely to expedite the prosecution of the present application. Applicants respectfully assert that the 
combined teachings of Tuecke and Jellum fail to render the recited claims obvious. 

Applicants have amended independent claims 1,15, 25, and 35 to clarify the subject matter 
covered by the recited claims. Independent claims 1,15, 25, and 35 now recite "a chain of one or 
more service description documents." Support for these amendments may be found in the 
specification at, for example, page 4, lines 10-11, and FIG. 1 ("SERVICE DESCRIPTION 
DOCUMENT CHAIN"). Dependent claims 2-4 and 16-18 have also been amended to be consistent 
with the amended independent claims. 

Applicants assert that the cited references fail to disclose a chain of one or more service 
description documents as recited in the claims. For instance, Tuecke discloses a grid service. 
Specifically, Tuecke discusses Open Grid Services Architecture (OGS A) and proposes conventions 
that govern how clients create, discover, and interact with a Grid service. See Tuecke, pg. 1, 
Abstract, and pg. 4, Introduction. Tuecke does not disclose chains of one or more service description 
documents. It follows that Tuecke does not teach searching a chain of one or more service 
description documents as recited in the claims. Applicants further submit that Jellum fails to remedy 
the deficiencies of Tuecke with regard to the recited chain of one or more service description 
documents. Jellum discloses monitoring specific information on a web page. See Jellum, Abstract 
and Jellum, para. 39 (describing the selection of an element or object on a displayed page and the 
generation of an element ID, which is later used to detect change). Jellum does not disclose a chain 
of one or more service description documents. It follows that Jellum does not teach searching a 
chain of one or more service description documents as recited in the claims. 

In addition to the above amendments, Applicants have also amended independent claims 1 , 
15, 25, and 35 to recite "wherein the searching step is configurable to be performed in accordance 
with a user-specified level of granularity that defines a chain traversal depth to be used when 
searching the chain of one or more service description documents." Support for these amendments 
may be found in the specification at, for example, page 11, lines 8-11, and page 12, lines 7-11. 
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Applicants contend that none of the Examiner's cited references disclose a searching step performed 
in accordance with a user-specified level of granularity that defines a chain traversal depth as recited 
in the claims. Granularity is disclosed in the specification, for example, in one illustrative 
embodiment at page 12, lines 7-11. The specification discloses a configurable exploration 
mechanism in which the depth of web services inspection (WSIL) links to traverse is configurable. 
See Specification page 12, line 7-11. For at least these reasons, Applicants believe that the recited 
claims are patentable over the cited references. 

Notwithstanding the above amendments, Applicants believe that Tuecke and Jellum fail to 
teach or suggest all the limitations of the recited claims. The Examiner concedes that Tuecke does 
not describe the "automatic detection of changes ... and automatically collecting . . ." Office 
Action, pg. 3, section 8. However, the Examiner argues that Jellum remedies the deficiencies of 
Tuecke with regard to these limitations. Applicants disagree. Applicants note that Jellum does not 
discuss service description documents as recited in the claims. Service description documents are 
described in the specification at, for example, page 1, luies 15-18: "service description documents 
such as Extensible Markup Language (XML) based WS-Inspection (or WSIL, for short) documents." 
Jellum does not disclose the use of an inspection language like WSIL as described in the 
specification. It follows that Jellum does not disclose the automatic detection of changes in one or 
more attributes of the one or more changed service description documents. Also, Jellum does not 
disclose automatic collection of at least a portion of the one or more changed service description 
docimients. The portions of Jellum cited by the Examiner to reject the recited claims describe the 
generation and use of IDs to determine if there is a change withm a webpage. Jellum, Abstract. 
Jellum is not automatically collecting at least a portion of one or more changed service description 
documents as recited in the claims, and therefore, the combined references fail to teach the claimed 
limitations. 

For at least these reasons, the independent claims are not obvious in light of the cited 
references. Further, dependent clauns 2, 7, 8, 10, 16 and 21, 22, and 24 are patentable at least by 
virUie of their dependency from independent claims 1 and 15. Accordingly, witiidrawal of the 
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rejection to claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25, and 35 xrnder 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is 

respectfully requested. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 5, 6, 19, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Jellum and Brittenham, Applicants initially assert that the 
recited claims are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency from independent claims 1 and 1 5. 
Further, Brittenham discloses an overview of the Web Services Inspection Language, a service 
discovery mechanism that addresses a different subset of requirements using a distributed usage 
model, but fails to remedy the deficiencies described above with regard to the amended independent 
claims and the combination of Tuecke and Jellum. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection to 
claims 5, 6, 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is respectftdly requested. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 3, 4, 17, and 18 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as bemg 
unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Jellum and Lim, Applicants initially assert that the recited 
claims are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency from independent claims 1 and 15. 
Further, Lim discloses a study on how web documents change, but fails to remedy the deficiencies 
described above with regard to the amended independent claims and the combination of Tuecke and 
Jellum. Accordingly, withdrawal ofthe rejection to claims 3, 4, 17and 18under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
is respectfully requested. 
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In view of the above, Applicants believe that claims 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25, and 35 are in 
condition for allowance, and respectfully request withdrawal of the § 103(a) rejections. 



RespectMlx submitted, 



Date: October 17, 2008 




James M Lee 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Reg. No. 61,588 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
90 Forest Avenue 
Locust Valley, NY 11560 
(516)759-4547 
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